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The united States Telephone Association (USTA) respectfully

submits its comments on the above-referenced Notice of Proposed

Rulemaking (NPRM). USTA is the principal trade association of

the exchange carrier industry. Its membership of approximately

1100 local telephone companies provides over 98 percent of the

telephone company-provided local access lines in the U.S.

The Commission initiated this rulemaking proceeding to

consider billed party preference as the routing methodology for

0+ interLATA traffic. The Commission has tentatively concluded

that billed party preference routing of all 0+ interLATA calls is

in the pUblic interest. 1

I. INTRODUCTION.

In 1989 USTA filed a statement in support of the

commencement of a rulemaking proceeding regarding billed party

2preference. At that time, USTA listed several areas of concern
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for resolution in order to achieve the potential benefits of

billed party preference.

Recognizing that the Commission had conferred different

equal access obligations and requirements on independent

telephone companies, USTA stated nevertheless that a uniform

national policy for billed party preference was needed, supported

by clear, non-illusory rules that apply to all 0+ and 0- access

providers. A patchwork approach, would only force local

telephone companies to make investments that may be stranded or

underutilized, as usage would migrate to stations not sUbject to

billed party preference. Therefore, USTA concluded that, if

implemented, billed party preference must be made mandatory for

all operator services providers (OSPs) and aggregators.

USTA also suggested the need for specific rules to assure

that owners of terminal equipment should not be able to defeat

any billed party preference features offered by the local

telephone company. These issues are raised in the current

proceeding.

Before commenting on some of the specific issues raised in

the NPRM, an understanding of what is meant by billed party

preference is necessary. USTA would define billed party

preference as the selection of the interexchange carrier by the

party paying for the call, regardless of the telephone used to

place the call, for all 0+ and 0- interLATA traffic. According

to this definition, billed party preference would be mandatory
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for all asps. The deployment of billed party preference as

defined above would ensure that the billed party always has the

opportunity to select his or her carrier of choice and will allow

for the efficient use of exchange carrier investments. However,

a significant concern remains that, if mandated, billed party

preference would require significant investment in the network,

yet, the NPRM does not propose a cost recovery mechanism.

II. COST RECOVERY.

As the Commission indicates, the record to date contains

estimates of the cost to provide billed party preference ranging

from $50 million to well over $500 million. 3 It is likely that

the larger exchange carriers will update the record in their

individual comments. Smaller exchange carriers have not been

able to estimate the costs of implementing billed party

preference as the extent of deployment has never been specified.

The costs will vary for each company. However, if mandated, the

capital expenditures and operating costs of billed party

preference will be significant for all exchange carriers.

The Commission seeks comment on the estimated total costs of

implementing and operating a billed party preference for

a) interLATA payphone traffic, b) all interLATA public telephone

traffic, including traffic from hotels and other aggregator

locations, c) all interLATA 0+ traffic from any telephone; and,

3
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d) all interLATA 0+ and 0- from any telephone.
4

In general, the

major cost will be incurred to develop the technology to

implement any of the listed options. Therefore, the bulk of the

costs will be fixed, regardless of the option selection. other

lesser costs, such as adding or rearranging trunking facilities

and modifying operator service system (aSS) switching capacity,

will depend upon the volume of calls. Thus, the traffic

sensitive costs of billed party preference would be less if the

service is limited to interLATA payphone traffic than for all

interLATA 0+ and 0- calls from any telephone. A description of

some of the cost components follows.

Most exchange carrier end office switches will have to be

modified to differentiate between 1+ and 0+ interLATA calls from

1+ equal access end offices. Trunking facilities may have to be

augmented or rearranged to handle the interLATA 0+ traffic being

routed to the ass. New facilities between the ass and the

interexchange carrier may have to be built, depending upon the

individual requirements of each company. Updates for every ass

would be required. This would include adding a new form of ass

signalling within the signalling system 7 (SS7) protocol so that

additional information could be provided to the interexchange

carrier when an exchange carrier forwards calls to it. Such

information includes the called number, the calling card number

and the method used to dial the call. The records in LIDB5 for

4
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every working line will require population with information

identifying a primary preferred carrier, an alternate preferred

carrier and an international preferred carrier. Ongoing

administrative costs to maintain, update and add new information

will be significant. Other expenditures and investment may be

required depending upon the company and the scope of billed party

preference deploYment.

Given the significance of the costs described above,

appropriate recovery of the investment and expenses necessary to

implement and operate billed party preference is necessary. The

Commission should not mandate the implementation of billed party

preference until cost recovery is assured.

The Commission also seeks comment on whether some or all of

the benefits of billed party preference might be obtainable

through alternative, less costly technologies. 6 Recent

developments have improved the caller's ability to identify and

use the OSP of his or her choice. For example, as the Commission

points out, the Telephone Operator Consumer Services Improvement

Act enacted by Congress in 1990 required the unblocking of equal

access 10XXX calls at all aggregator locations. 7 The

Commission adopted rules to do that and to require OSPs to
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provide 950 or 1-800 access. 8 In addition, the Commission has

required payphone presubscription and OSP branding.
9

Customers

can also make limited choices regarding their choice of OSPs in

accepting collect calls or in designating third party billed

calls. However, it is unlikely that any alternative can provide

the full benefits of billed party preference.

III. IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES.

As implied by the definition developed by USTA, the

Commission should not limit billed party preference to a certain

geographical area or to certain providers. Any type of phased-in

approach will not be successful and will pose significant risks

to exchange carriers.

The Commission seeks comment on the impact of access code

dialing during the period before billed party preference is

10deployed. As USTA stated in comments filed previously in this

proceeding, the commission should not create any incentive for

customers to use access code dialing if billed party preference

is to be implemented. Any such incentive would only serve to

devalue the possible benefit of billed party preference, increase

customer confusion and severely reduce the use of exchange

8
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carrier networks. Customer education will be required if billed

party preference is implemented to inform consumers of the new

choices available to them.

It is possible that callers will have to provide the same

information twice or speak to two operators in a billed party

f d b th
.. 11

pre erence system, as observe y e CommlSSlon. The

technology to eliminate this problem is not yet available for all

operator service switches. If the technology becomes available

for all operator service switches and if the cost to deploy the

technology can be recovered, this "double operator" problem can

be alleviated.

U8TA agrees with the representations presented in the NPRM

regarding the impact of billed party preference on access times

for operator service calls. 12 within the context of 887, access

times would not be significantly higher utilizing a billed party

preference system.

As noted in its 1989 statement and as implied by the

definition of billed party preference, depending upon the

satisfactory resolution of all cost recovery issues, U8TA agrees

that all exchange carriers and all providers of 0+ and 0- access

should be required to implement billed party preference. 13

11 Id. at paragraph 26.

12 Id. at paragraph 27.

13 Id. at paragraph 31-

7



However, if all exchange carriers are required to incur the costs

necessary to provide this service, it is only fair that the

Commission amend its rules to prevent the use of automatic

dialing or any mechanism, including access code dialing, to

circumvent billed party preference. Any such mechanism would

only create customer confusion by preventing customers from

choosing the carrier to carry their call. It would also force

exchange carriers into making investments that could be stranded

or underutilized.

Any process adopted by the Commission by which a 0+ carrier

is assigned to each telephone line for billed party preference

should be of minimal cost to the exchange carrier and easy for

customers to activate. 14 Separate balloting for the 0+ carrier

would be expensive and time consuming. It could be confusing for

customers as well. It would be convenient for customers to

automatically utilize their 1+ equal access carrier as their

primary carrier under billed party preference. They could be

provided a period of time during which they could specify a

different carrier if they so choose. They should be permitted to

select a secondary carrier upon request. Of course all new

customers would be provided the opportunity to select a 1+ equal

access carrier as well as a primary 0+ carrier.

In non-equal access areas, 0+ calls could be assigned to the

default interexchange carrier until equal access is implemented.

14 Id. at paragraph 33.
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customers would then select all their carriers at the same time.

Finally, USTA recommends that the Commission consider the

handling of commercial credit cards and foreign issued calling

cards in a billed party preference environment in a separate

d
. 15procee lng. This will prevent further confusion.

IV. CONCLUSION.

USTA continues to address areas of concern regarding the

implementation of billed party preference. Of greatest

importance is the issue of cost recovery. Given the significance

of the costs involved, the Commission should not mandate the

implementation of billed party preference until this issue is

satisfactorily resolved. If cost recovery is assured, billed

party preference may be implemented as described herein.

Respectfully submitted,

::ITU~EUASSOCIATION
Martin T. McCue
General Counsel

Linda Kent
Associate General Counsel
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Washington, D.C. 20006-2105
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